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Highlights '

Characteristics of Recipients

More than 1.9 million students (unduplidated count) received aid in 1976-77 from
-

five Offibe of Education aid programs at more than 3,000 colleges and universities;

73 percerit of the recipients were enrolled in.pablic institutions.

54 percent of all college and university students aided were women, ranging from

41 percent at private universities to 64 perc9t at private two-irear colleges.

About 35 percent of all aid recipients were minority students, ranging krom 49

percent of recipients at public two-year colleges, to.17 percent apt private two-

year colleges.

Of the undergraduate aid recipients who were dependent,on their parents for

financial support, 32 percent came from families with incomes of less than $6,e00;

.30,perceht came from families with incomes of $12,000 or
.

About one In four,aid recipients.was an independent undergraduate,andd4 percent

were graduate students. t

Almost all aid recipients were,fullAime students (92 percent). Part-time students
41W

were strongly'represented at public two-year colleges (17percent of recipients).

-

Awards

GSL,loans averaged $1,380;BEOG grants averaged_$_820;.NISSL, $750; CWS,'$670; and

SEOG, $550.

f. Except for the CWS program, average awards were_higher for,Stvdents enrolled in

,private institutions than'for those enrolled in public institutions; these
. .

differences held true across all instituLonZ1 types.

Use of Programs
..° '',

/. 4 0

73 perce'nt of all studerits aided received support from the BEOGopreigram, 3* percent
% .

received supp t from the NDSL. program, 36 perCent each froM the GSL and CWS programS,
-

and 22 percen from the SEOG program.
.

1
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Of BEOG recipients, 25 percent were independent undergraduatesi 36 percent were

enrolled in public two-year colleges.

Minority students made up 32 percent of BEOG recipients at 'private institutions,

46 percent at public institu6ionand.43 percent overall. ,

lidlf of SEOG recipients were attending four-year colleges; 37 percent' were in

private institutions.

At public two-year colleges, 42 percent of SECIG recipients were independent under-
.

graduates.

! Of the nearly 700,000 students in the CWS prbgram, 29 percent were minority-
.

group members, and 5 percent were enrolled part-time.

44 percent of NDSL loans to dependent undergraduates were awarded to students from

families with incomes of $12,000or more.

Independent undergraduates accounted for'22 percent of NDSL recipients; graduate

students constituted about 8 percent.

15 percent of GSL.awards were made to graduate students; 36 percent of the loans

awarded to dependent undergraduates went to s u ents frOm faMilies with incomes

of $15,000 or more.

,vi

.4.
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Background

This `is the third Hi her Education Panel survey of student aid programs and

. '

Participants. Results cifthe earlier surveys were reported in April 1974 and in
1

December 1975.

Thepresent survey focuses on selected characteristics ofstuaent aid recipienti

at.3,000 colleges and universities in the United, States, incnding their distribution

i

,by sex, by racial/ethnic group, and by enrollment status (full-time v part-time, under-
-.

graduates vs. graduate students). In addition, data on family income were obtained for

dependent undergraduate recipents, and anestimate of the average amount'of aid awaeded
4

was obtained for full-tiMe studenta.,..

The five federally spoKsored assistance programs covered'in this study are:

Basic Educational Opportunity Grantrogram (BEOG): Authorized by the 1972 .

Education AmendmentsBEOGprovides direcit.grants. to both Part-tiMe and full -time. students.
The maximum award is $1,400 minus an expected family, contribution based on income end'

assets; the minimum award is $200. At nbitime'may the grant exceed one-halt the actual
Gost of attendance (tuition and fees; room and board, boOks, exPenses) Freshmen students
were eligible during the.program.'s first year of operat4on '(1973-74), and with each

succeeding year an additional clasi has become eligible. Thus the prOgram became fully

operational during 1976-77, to periodcovered in this survey.

I

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program (SEOG): The SEOG program is one

of three-eampus-based student aid programs. "Campus-based" means that the funds are
.

' givendirectly to the participating institutions, which, in turn, select studdnts with
"exceptional" financial need. The award to a given student may be a& great as one-half
the total amount of'institutional aid provided to that student hpt maysnot exceed $1,500

c annually, or $4,000 for four:acedemic'years. " '

I

College Work-Study Program ,(CWS) Under this.caMpuslbased financial aid program
created in 1964, institutions receive - funds to pay, 80 percent of the wages of students

working on- or off-campus in either public or private nonprofit organilations. Students

must be enrolled at-least half-time, and their /earnings are limited to anitmount no
greater than the difference between their assessed financial nsed an0 thp amount of ot4er

financial aid available to them.
.

. National Direct Student Loan Program (NDSL)nf The oldest/of the aid programs, NDSL

was enacted in 1958 as the NationalDefense.Student Loan ?articipating institu-tionsprovide 10 percent matching funds fonthis loW.-interdst(3 percent), campus-4ased ,

loan program. Undergraduates\may borrow a maximum_of $4,000; graduate students are.,.

limited to $10,000, including,_loanor undergraduate vtudy: Up'to 100 percept of the

loan may be cancelled ifthekborrower takes a teaching joff in an economically deprived
area or teaches the handicapped; up to 50 percent of the loalvmay-be cancelled i'fthe
borrower'serves.in Zhe Armed ForCes-in a Cbmbat zone.

9 .
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Guaranteed StudentLoan Program (GSL): 'Under the GSL program, loans are,made
directly by the lending institutiowand are quaranteed by the federal government, by, a
private nonpr6Iit-agenty, or by, a state agency. Students must be enrolled at least

half-time. Undergraduates may borrow a maximum of $2,500 per academic year, and graduate
students a maximum of $5,000 per academic year. Undergraduate students may have a
maximum outstanding* debt of $7,500, &.nd graduate students a maximum of $15,000. During

the repayment' period, which runs between five and ten years, interest is payable at the
rate of 7 percent per year. For students who qualify, interest is paid by the federal
government during in-school, grace, and specified deferment Periods.,

,

Methods*Summary

The Higher Education Panel of the American Council on Education is an ongoing survey .

research program created in 1971. Its purpose is to conduct small -stale surveys on topic
4 ,

of cdrrent*policy interest to the higher education community and to government agencies..

The Paziel is based upon a network of campus repregentatives at 760 colleges and
. .

universities broadly representative of the more than 3,000' institutions listed in the .

National Center for Education Statistics' Education Directory.
1
All institutions in the

population are categorized in terms of the variables constituting the Panel's stratitica-v

tion design, based primarily on type, control, and enrollment '(see table opposite).

The survey instrument (see Appendix A) was mailed at the end of tovember 1976 ft .0 all

.760 Panel members, with the suggestion that the survey be completed by the institution's

financial aid officer. By mid2=January, the-cutoff dAte for returnebf questionnaires,

usable responses had been received from 608 colleges and universities. Six surveyed
.

.

institutions were-excluded from the base either because their students were wholly
. . . /

supported by wthe federal government or because, for other reasons, ttley did not participate
.

.

in Office of Education aid programs. ;Thus, of the eligible sample of 754 institutions,

81 percent responded. A cOMparison of respondents and nonrespondents is presented in
.

Appendix B.
. ,

.
.

The data froM responding institutions were statistically adjusted to represent the
.T. 5

4
.

. nationalpopul -ion of 3,031 colleges and universities. Specifically, each data item was

'''''
. ",

1 I y_
,ExcludNed-from\the Education Directory listings are vocational and most proprie-,'

tary institutions.' which are estimated to account-for approximately 7 perctrit Of the

dollars awarded under the five assistance programs coirered in the survey. ..

, el---__
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Higher Education Panel
Stratification Design

; - '
0 s

A

,

Cell Characteristic
- .

. Population

'(N3,037)
Panel
(N=760)

'

'.

*1 Public .universities .

2 Private universities :: .

3 Public medical schools -''' .

. .4 Public black four-year colleges
t

5 PubliononblackfOur-year colleges (FTE >8,750)
6 Private medical schools ,

Y Private /2Onblacksfour-year colleges (FTE >8,750)
8 Publid 'two-year colleges (FTE'>8,750)

112

74

30

13

107

18

, 13

'36

110.

71

28

12

93

16

10

34.

)
ti-

.-

9--4-Ublic four-year colleges (.FTE 3,700-8,750) 77 41

10 'Public four-year colleges (FTE <3,700) 193 38

11 Private four -year colleges (FTE 2,000-'8,750) 134 39

12 Private four-year colleges (FTE 1,000-1,999) 280 46

13 Private four-year colleges (FTE <1(000) * 840 41

14 'Publietwo-year colleges (FTE 5,106Q-8,750) 62
15 Public two-year colleges '{PTE 3,260-5,099) 104 42
.16 Public two-year colleges "(FTE 1/600-3,259) 177 41
17 Public tWo7year colleges (FTE <e,602)

r
' 521 44

18 Private two-year colleges %.., .-..,31.P...
18

FTE it full-tithe-equivalent enrollment

I
,; , 0., .

weighted, within each stratification 'cell, by the ratio of the number of institutions
.

..\

thatin the eligiblepopula ion to the number of Panel institutions in at cell which re-
-NO .

Sponded to the survey it m. Wherefore, the data displayedin the tables by various
. ..

.

institutional categories appl'y to the population of institutions in the .United States
(

from which the Panel institutions were sampled.
.

11ree separate populations were used in weightinithe respdnseS to this survey:

(1) -For data items relevant to all 'students or all 'institutions, the ent'i're institutional

populatiAr was -iisedi.(2). for items relating solely to undergraduates, institutions which

enrolled no undergraduate were eliminated; (3) likewise,.for items relating only to

, graduate students, institu ions enrolling-only undergraduates were eliminated."

Weights were'computed separately AD allow for,differential item responsei The
1.' P i

.
, -

.
. .,

resul ting cell and item weights were applied to. the responses pf each institution; the
.

.,. ; .e,,,,,,

1



-4-
.

,weighted dtta were then ag4regated ipto:broad institutional categories al5propriate to
G

the survey analysis,

The readei' is reminded that all data represent independently computed population

estimates. Because each data element yas weighted separately, subtotals generally

'approximate, but may'not add up to, their corresponding totals.

Results

II

This report describes the weighted results of the stirvey and - classified` institu- .

tions by type (two-year colleges, four-year colleges, universities) and control (public,

A

private). 'to, provide the reader with a point of reference, Tabld.1 presents comparative

'demographic data from theNational Center for Education Statistics on all students

enrolled in all colleges and universities in fall 1976. D
.0 -

Of the nation's 11,2 million qtudents, approximately fbur in five were enrolled

in the pub1V sector. More than 40.percent of all students attending public institu-

tions were enrolled in two-year colleges.
A

Minority students Blacks, Hispanics, Asians or Pacific Islanders-,, American

Indians or Alaskan natives) congtituted. 14 percedt of .the total enrollment.
2

They were

represented in_almott,the same prdpbrtions in the public and in the,private sectors.

. .

Women accounted for slightly less than half (47 percent) of all 'students nationally.

Ibex constituted the. majority (51 percent) at private'two-year colleges only and were

I

underrepresented mopt markedly (41 percent) at'private universities.

. ,

'6nd-fourth of all students were enrolled in universities, two-fifths in four-year

1

colleges, and slightly more than one-third in two-year colleges. In the private sector,

three in'five students attendedfour-year colleges.

Characteristics of Recipients

More than 1.9 million college and university studendS (unduplicated count) re-

. , 4,i,
,

,---
.ceived assistance under one or more of the five programs covered in the survey (Table 2).

: f . .

2.Information about total minority enrcalment based on,fall'1974-data.

4.<

-

12
If

'
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Almost-three in four aid recipients (73 percent) were enrolled in public institutions.

The.largest proportion of assisted students (44 percent) ..attended four-year colleges,

31 percentlattended.two-year colleges, and the remaining 25 percent who receiiialNaid
.0, :

r
0

Under the'fie programs attended' aiver'sities.

t
Sex Distribution: About 54 pdrcent of all'aid recipients were women (Table 3)..

.!!The propq4ion'ueried, however, by institutional setting, ranging from a high of 64

P
percent at private two -year colleges to eslow of 41 percent at private uniVersities;

1?

It ,..).,

The sex distribUtion of reCipients,elso varied among. the five assistance programs
.

e

surveyed (Table 4). .Thps, the proportion of women, was smallest for the two loan
,

programs--(46 percent for GSL and 50 percent for NDqL) and highest for BEOG and CWS

(55 percent fOr each).
. -1

r.
Racial/Ethnic Group Membership: list over one7third (35 percent) of all aid

. .

recipients were minority-group members, though again the proportion -Varied considlrably,

both by institutional setting andby program. The proportions of minority aid recip-

% . . .

ients-at the different types of institutionsiere as follOaso

r-
I.- .

1

.

I.

.1
` ''': Minority Partibipation

Type of Institution ' (unduplicated count) :. . -;,,,

Public, total: 39%

T.: University 30%

Fodi-year college 35%

Two-year college 49% .

Private, total: 23%

dniversity. 24% .

gs. Four-year college a 24%

TiZnyear college
.._

17%

The minority.pariicipation rates forthe different

were asfdllows:
Program

student assistance programs

Minority
Participation

fr

IP

43%

39%

29%

'26%

17%.
, 'St.

S,

13
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Student Status and Family Income LevePS: Gradtate students constituted 4 percent

.fof all aid recipientsi another 24 percent were classified as independent undergraduates

'(i.e., not dependent on their eamilies for financial support). Thus, the remainder (72
4 ,

.
percent of all aid recipients) were dependent unde4rgraduates whose primary financial

/

support came from their families: The distributionlofthese students by, family income

is'8umniarized below:

Family Income
Percent oDependent .

Undergraduates

Lesithan $6;000 4 32

$6,000 - $7,499 14

$7,500 - 11,999 25;

$12,000- 14,999 17

$1S,000 or mot% 12

100%

Award Amounts ,

Theaverage amounts awarded under the five assistance Programs ranged from $550

to $1,380,- as follows;

Program Average Award

SEOG $.`` 550
CWS 670

NDSL --750

BEOG 820
GSL 1,?80

Students attending private institutions received, on the average, somewhat higher

awards than those attending public institutions The CWS program was an exception to`

this'generalization: Average CWS awards at public two-year and four-year colleges were

- . ,

about 10 percent, higher than those it the same types of private insti,tutionsAsee Table 5).°

tr.'.

Characteristics of Recipients by Program '''

Tables 6 through 10 present infermation on the kinds of students receiving financial_

aid according to the type of assistance program.
.

. . ,.
.

Basic Educatidhal Opportunity Grant Rrogram: Almost _three in four ( 73 percent)'of
6

a

Ramily incfte is th7e gross unadjusied income of a student's
all campus-based financial aid programs."

14.

family, as used in

0
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air college-and university 'students aided received awards under the BEOG program

(Table 6). Of this group, 80 percent attended public institution( 43 percent were

minority students, and 25 percent were independent undergraduates. Of the dependent

undergraduates receiving financial aid from the BEOG program, two in five were from
\J

families'with incomes under $6,000, and over-tour in five (84 percent) were from families
1

with incomes under $12/000.

More than one-third 'of the 1.4 million BEOt recipients were,studentLat public two-

year colleges, Of this group,- two-thirds were dependent undergraduates, half of whom

were from families' with incomes of less than $6,000. In addition, J7 percent of BEOG re-

cipients At public two-year colleges were part-time students, a higher proportion than

in any other assistance program or rn any other institutional setting.

AMong the minority students receiving BEOG awards, 69 percent wereBlack, and 24
..

percent were Hispanic. Overall, minority students Made up allarger proportion of BEOG

recipients at pbblic institutions (46 percent) than at private institutions .(32 percent).

Only at tke university level did the proportion of minority recipients in the private ."

',sector exceed that in the public-sector (37_percent and 34 percent, respectively).

Supplemental Educational Opportunity. Grant Program: Over one in five of all aid

recipients (22 Percent) had an SEOG grant. A greater proportion of SEOG recipients

than of BEOG recipients attended private colleges and universities (37 percent and 20

percent, 4espectively) (Table 7).'

All but l.pe ;cent of gEOG recipients at private institutions were full-time studenti,

. .

6ompared with all but 6 percent at public institutions. Overall, one-fourth.of all SEOG

recipients were classified as independent undbrgraduates, thouglthe proportion ranged

,fro/ only 7 percent at'private universities to a full '42 percent at public two-year

college

Of the dependent undergraduates receivincfSEOGs, a somewhat larger proportion at

private institutions than at public institutions-came from families with incomes of

15
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$12,000 or more (30 percent versus 21 percent).

{

College Work-Study Program: Nearly 700,000 student (or 56 petcent of all aided
r

students) worked at subsidized jobs under the,CWSAprogram to help pay, for their college.

education (Table 8). Average earnings from the CW& program were $670:

,...,

Fewer than one in three (29 percen t) of the.ParticipantS in CM3fWa! ipinority

' *. .., .
.

, 4', .; .
student, and Only one in twenty was,enrolled on a part-time basis. raduate students are

.

e. ..
. . '

,. .: ;,.f

.
°

also eligible for CWS and constituted 5 percent of the total group in 1976:777.

'Of the undergraduate CWS recipients, about four in five were classified as finan-

cially dependent o ntheir families. The CWS program provided assistance to a substantiallyi
.

greater proportion of undergraduates from higher-income families than did the BEOG and ; '

SEOG programs: More than one-third of the CWS recipients who were dependent undergraduates ,-

came from families with incomes og $12,000.or more as compared with only 16 percent of

,
_

'-,4 , .

the BEOG and 25 percent of the EOGrecipAnts.
. .

'National Direct-,-if-tudent Loa Pro ram: out 757,000 students (or 39 percent of all
. ., A.:,-T

aided Students) borrowed.through t e NDSL program for an average amoun of about $750
...

Per recipient (Table 9). Minority tudents constituted a relatively smalfprOPortion

(26, ercent) of participants in the NDSL program, compared with the two grant programs

,
andthe.work-study program. As with the ohe assistance programs, the major share of

the aid went to' dependent undergraduate g who constituted 71 percerit of all NDSL recipients.

As was not true of the grant and jobs programs, however,, a substantial proportion (44

percent) of this group were from families with incomes of $12,000 or more. The pro-

portion was eveli higher--53 percent--for dependent undergraduates at private instituti ns.

Overall,,22 percent of the students receiving NDSL loans were independent undergrad--

1

uates, and about 8 percent. were graduate students. ,A substantially larger' proportion (42

percent) o the loan recipients in public two-year colldges than in any other institu-

itional setting were independent undergraduates.

Guaranteed Student,: toan Program: The average amount of a loan under the GSL

16
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program was $1,380 -- substantially larger than_the average award under any of the other. .
.

. ' . .

four assistance programs covered 'in the survey (Table 10). About 695;006 college and 4°

4

university student; tedeivdd loans suaranteed under. this program, Of theae,Ir15 percent
' ,

were graduatejStudents, a larger proportion than in any other assistance program; but

' .

only 17 percent were minority students, a smaller proportion than in any of the other

programs. Among the dependent undergraduate recipients, the GSL program provided con-
,.

't

sidetable Assistance to students fromfaTilies at higher income levels, as indicated in

the following:,

Categories of
Family Income

Dependent Undergraduates
(percent distribution)

*.

, C Less than $6,000 12

$6,050 $7,99 8
,. $7;500 - 11;999 19

$12,000- 14,999 25
. $15,000 or more 36

Total 100%

-Thus, over onerthird (36 percent) of the dependent under goodu4tes who received
-

t

guaranteed loans were from families having incomes of $15,000 or more. Tn contrast,

.

students from this income group were represented in,the other four assistance program
. --

. .
.'

as follows.; (, .

1 Students witi
ItFamily Income of

Program $15"000 or more

BEOG 4%

SEOG 9%

CWS
.

15%
.

'NDSL 21% t

3

Comparison with the 1974-75 HEP Survey

In the two years since the last HEP survey on student aid participants was conducted

(1974.-75S, both recipient characteristics and program use have.changed somewhat Although

the sample of Panel institutions was revised and redraw( in 1976, the composition of the

.institutional population has changed only slightly since the previous survey, and the

.
4

I

results of both'surveys were weighted to produce national estimates. Because the 1974-75
. I-
.

1

'
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.

study included the State Student Indentive Gram Program and the present studyedid not,

T. i 1
ir'e. ,:

care should bo taken in assesting changes in the total number
V

(unduplicated bOunt) .of
..-.. . .

,...
. t'

A
7

college and university stude4 aid recipients.
,

Participation in the loan programs haS increased only slightly since the, laStsuryey:
, .

by 1 percent in the NriSL, and by 4 percent in the GSL (tee Table 11). In Contrast, partici-

pation in both .the CWS and the 'SEOG programs,,Increasedby over 20 percent, and the BEOG,
'.. . i

s

;

program aided 160 pprcent,m0restudents'han'two years earlier,, largely because it became

fully oprrationak.in 19761-..fi7.', '
i q

4
..

A ..
Average awards Ifinder'theSe f ve prpgrams also increased.- BEOG recipients experiended

the largest gain (32 percent) Om $620 ::820; whereas the other grant program,,SEOG,

experienced,the smallest aere.7e..gain 2 percent), from $540 to $550. The average award

\
I , 41'3- ifw 1

under CWS increased,by 20. peynt;
,

under GSL,,,'by 10 percent; and under NDSL, by,9,percent.
.: . .

, t,'',,i
' , '.: -4 - i

overThe proportions of lerstudent aid participants remained virtually unchanged over
,

the,two, years, whereas the Proportions of minority students declined in all file programs.

ft `-

These declines in percentage points were smallest inthe loan programs: 1 pe cent in the'

L /

GSL program, and 3 percent', in the MODEL program. The greatest decline occurred in the SEOG
7

program (9 percent), followed by the BEOG program (5'percent); the decri Te in CWS was 3
A.

percent. Nevertheless, there wat a slight increase in the proportion of minority students

among the total of aid reqpients (unduplicated count).

The number of undergraduates considered to be financially independent of their families

increased substantially in all five p grams,%most markedly in the two grant programs. The

propprtion Of independeftt undergraduates in the BEOG program increased from 14 percent to

25 percent,.and the proportion in the SEOG program increased from 18 percent to 26 percent!
4

This proportion increased by a full t ird in.the unduplicated count- -from 18 percent to
, .

24 percent.

er In,addition, the proportion of ependent undergraduate recipients coming from families

with incomes of $12,000 or more increased bstantially in all five of ttie programs covered

in both surveys:

-.1
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.Detailed Statistical Tables

Table 1

. Total Student Enrollment, Fall 1976

Characteristics .....

. Total Institutions Public Institutions Private InStitutions

'Numbet Percent Number
..

'Percent<t
,

Number Percent

-

Total

4

Women 5,263065 46.9 4,188,764 47.6 1,075,101 44.5

Men 5,951,',246 '53.1 4,612,158 52.4 . 1,339,088 55.5

Total 11,215,111 100(0' 8,800,922 100.0 - 2,414,189 . 100.0

Minority 1,333,938 13.7 1,007,501 13.6 326,437 13.9

Nonm4noritry, 86.3 86.4 ',2,017,843 86.1

,Total *,' . 9,7,26,131, 100.0: 7,381,851', 100.0 2,,344,280 1000

Universities

Women 1,218,761 43.3 930,903 44.1 287,858 40.8

Men 1,597.,374 - -56.7. 1,179,250 55.9 418,124 59.2

Total 2,816,135 ' 100.0 2,110,153 100.0 705,982 100.0'

Four -year Colleges

Women 2,108,942 47.7 1,3 1§:667 48.8' 709,275. 45.6

Men 2,312,000 52%3 1,4 ,878 51.2 q 846,122 54.4

Total 4,420,942 100.0 2,86 ,545 100.0 -
r.

1,555,397- '1.00.0

/Wg..T.year Colleges

Women' 1,936;162 48.7 1,858,194 48.6 77,968' " 51.0

Men 2,041,872 51.3 1,967,030 51.4 74,842 ° 49.0

Total 3,978,034 100.0 3,825,224 100.0 152;810

Enrollment Data_From Institutions of
for Civil Rights, 1976. :All other data
tendance StatuS of Students, U. S.
Prepublication Release of Preliminary Data,

Mater Data pertaining to minority enrollment were obtained from Racial and Ethnic
Higher'Education, Fall 1974, U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office
code from Fall Enrollment in Higher Education, by Control of Institution and Sex'and At
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics;
January 1977. .

.

. . ,
* , . .

Since minority enrollment data axe for 1974 and all other data are for 1976, the totals are not the same.

,
.
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. Table 2

Percent Distribution of Students Receiving Aid Under Office of Education Assistance Programs,
by.Type and Cpntrol of Institution

. 1976-77

Institutional Characteristics
Total

(unduplicited . ' _BEOG '.

'count) Program

Number of recipients
O

Controls

Public
Private
Total

.Type
Public two- ar

Private two-year
4

Public four-year
Private four-year
Public university
Private university
Total

A

$

__

1,937,000 1,411;000

)11 79.9.72.6' '

27.4-

100.0 :

18.5
2.3 ,

24:8.

19.3 *"

19.3
5.8 ,

20.1

200.0

36.5 .

2.3' __

26.9

14.6
'16.6

. 3.2

100.0

- 432,900 -.698,000 : 757,000 ' 695,000
e

63.3 .. 64.11, 61.4 56.0
36',/' . 35.9' . 38.6. 44.0

100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0

.

.

20.6 20.8 , 9,6 , 8.0
4.6 321 2.6 1.7

"24.9 '25.5 25.9 22.5
'26.0 - 26.0. .25.7 26.1
,k2.7 '17'.8 ' 25.9 25.4

''..'.1' 6.8 10.2 16:2

SEOG . ' CWS NDSL GSL
Program Program Program Program.

.

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

* P . '

I.Excluded Guaranteed Student Loan Program.
7 -

,
' i * V/I,

Note: A11 tables show wei-ghteotnational estintitas unless specifically,etated olherwise., -0n this and
subsegUent tabies, nuMbersof recipients are rounded to the neare4t thousand. Totals max not add due to-rounding
and weighting.

..
..

, .

e . . .-
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G Table 3

Characteritics of All Students (unduplicated counWiRsceiving'Aid Under Office of Education
Assistance Pr9grams, 1y Type andControl of Institution, 19%76-77

(In Percentages)

t.

Characteristics
Total

InstitUtions Total.

NuritbeT of recipients 1,937,0 0.
(

Sex
..-,

..
*

.

Women 53.5
teen 46.5
Total . ,. .,.,:' 100.0.

.Racial /Ethnic Group'
Minority 349
tIonmin-ority . '65.1 '

Total , 0 100..0
,r, .

Enrollment ....

Full-time 91.6
.44,..:

nit-time .1 8.4

Total 100.0

Family

Status. t

LDependent Undergraduate
Income

Less than $5, 000 22.8

$6,000 - $7,499. \ 10.1

$7,500 - 11.09. (,,17..t'

$12,000-... 14;999 .

.. ':12.2

$15,000 or more ., 9.0 ';-

Independent Undergzaduates
.

24.0

---'Graduate Students .4.- 440

Total .'100:0

1,4i6,000.

55.0, . ,

45.0 k

00.0 .

. .

39.3 4 .

0.7 .

100.0 .

89.4 : 't-
10.6

100.0

24.8
.10.6,
17.0.

10.5
5.5

28.2
3.4

100.0'

Exclude s Guaranteed Student Loan Program

2 3

30.8

10.8

6.0
2.2

36.3

--

100.0
.

Public Institutions

TWI7-yeare Four-year

83.2 935
. 16.8 6.5,

100.0 ' 106...0

23.4

11:2
18.9
13.4
7.3

University

552,000 481,000 374,000 531,000' 45,000 374,000 112,000.
..0. .

57..7 63.5.7 55.5 .. 50.3 49:5 5004: 41.d

: 42.3 44.5 . 49.7 50.5 ' , 36.5 49.6 '. 39.0

1 100.0 100:0 loo _OA' -100.0 . .100.0 100.0 ,,too.o
)

f ': , . ...

49.4 35.1 30.0 "23.1. ----1)6:8 23.6 24.0

6 50.6 64.9 . 70.0 76.9 v 83.2 '70%4 ., 76.0

21000 100.0 , 100.0 105.0 "100.0 . .100.0 = . 100.0

7.,.

93.3
6.7

100.0

17.7

19.2
13.6

8.2

23.8

3.8 -8.1
100.0 100.0

total

Private Institutions -

Two-year Four-year University
.

97.5 . 97.7 97.9. 96.21
2.$ -2:34 2.1 Sc, 318

.100.0 100.0 100.0 ,- 1,47:(7

, ..

17.4 ?6.'9 .17.7. :' 12.54

9.0 15.2 ',8.5 8.1

20.0 24e5 20.3 _ 17.1

'16.7 15.4 17.1 16.0

18.4 k:', 10.4 21.4 z .18.5
, ,..

2,,,),12.9 ' 7.7 15.4 . 7.0

5.6 -- -2.6 17.9
,..-

100.0 , 100.0 100.0 100.0
't

.

a
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Table 4

Cha-raCteristics of Students Receiving Aid Under Office of Education Assistance Programs, 1976-77

(In Percentages)

Institutional Characteristics
Total 4

(unduPlicited
count)

.

BEOG '

Program

.,

SEOG
Program

/-
,

(

CWS

Program
NDSL .

Program
GSL

Program

Number of recipients

Sex
Women
Men, .
.TOtal

Racial /Ethnic Grobp
Min pri

Nonminority
Total.

'Enrollment
Fu.21-:time

Part-time

Status
Dependent Undergraduate
Family Income

,,

Less than $6,000
$6,000 - $7,499
$7,500 - 1.1;999

$12,000-, 14,999
,, $15,000 or more

Independent Undergraduate
Graduate Students
Total

1,987,000

.

. 59.5
46.5

1,411,000

55.1

44.9' .---,

:

432,000

.

53.7
46.3

, .

'.:18.4

698,000
'44%,-

,55.0.

45.0

.757;000

49.7

50.E

695,000

46.3
53.7

100.0
- .

34.9::

65.1 '''.

. 100,0

. .:43;01 ..1

.4,,57.0

100.0

39.1
60.9

.100.0

29.3, '

70.7

100.0

A25.7
IFF 74'.3

100.0

17..0

83.,6

100.0

91.6
8.4

4.: 00.0

90,
9.8

100.0

9&.2
3.8

100.0

95.4
"4.6'

100:0

95:5

4.5

*100.0

92.4
7.6

k 100.0 .

, 22.8
10.1

17.8
12.2
9.0

24.0
4.0

100.0

30.0

13.5

19.6

8.6
3.3

24.9

100.0.

24.4

11.0.

20.5
12.0

25.6

100.0

6.12
8.9

16.5
'11:5

. 20.5

5.0

100.0

14.9
6.9

17.8

16.5
14:5

21.6

7.8

100.0

. '8.0

5.5,

12.9
a

'16.8

23.8

18.4.

14.6
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.)- 100.0 100.0

* Excludes Guaranteed Student Loan Program.

A.

c

,t

I ,

26



C

e'

Tble 5

Average Amount of Assistance Awarded Under Office of Education Assistance Programs, by Control
and Type of Institution, 1976-77

In Dollars *)

Ingtitutional'
Charactaristifl

BEOG
Program

SEOG .

'Program

, CWS
Program

NDSL
Program

GSL
Program

lOtal,4 , ,

Control
Public
Private

$ 820'

sdo

910 .

$ 550

510-

. 610_

$ 670

.

690
640

$ 750

690
840

$ f,380

1,260
'1.,520

Type., ,-..

Public.two-year 740 440 .680 580 1,130
Private two -year 950 500 620 640 . 1,380

_!Public'four-year
1Private four-year

830
910

'_530

, 820
670-

600

670

780

1,260
1,480

Public university 870 580 750 760 1,310

Private university 880. .., '660 82Q 1,060 '1,620

*
Awards rounded to the nearest ten dollars.

28.
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Table.6

Characteristics of Studen4ts Receiving Aid Under the Basic tducational Opportunity Grant (BEOG)

' Program, by Type and Control'of Institution, 1976-77

(Ifi Rercentages)

'Characteristics'

Total

Institutions

:PublicInitutions

Total I Two -year

Private Institlitions

Four-year University Total Two-year our-year " University

',Humber of recipients 1,411,000 1,127,000 514,000 379,000 234,000 283,000 33,000 206,000,

Sex

Woven '55.1 55.8 58.1 55.4 51.3 52.1 . 61.9 52.2

Men 44.9, 44.2 41.9 44.6 48.7 47:9 38.1 -47,8,

TOtal 10.0 4100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
or .

Racial/Ethnic Group .

Black (Nonhispanic origin) 29.6 31.3 -34.2 31.8 23.8 22.9 17.7 23.4
Hispanic 10.2 11.4 . 17.0 6.5 6.5 5.5 2.0 5.6

Asian or Pacific.Islander 2.0 1.9 2.1 1.3 2.6 2.-5 1,2. , 2.3

Indian or Alaskan Native 1.1 '.113'' .9 . 1.7 1.5'. .7 .6 .8

White(Nonhispanic origin) 57.0 54.1 45.9 58.7. 65.6 68.4 78.4 67.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 '' 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Enrollment ;

Full-time 90.2 88.5 132.9 93.5 93.1.' 96.6 96.2 97.2
,Part-time- 9.8 11.5 17.1 6.5 6.9 3.4 3.8 2.8
Total '100.0 100.0 10010 100.0' 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Status
Dependent Undergraduate
Family Income

1
.

Less than $6,000 c 30.0 30.5 33.5 29.4 25.4' 28.4 35.9 27.0
$6,000 - $7,499 13.5 13.2 11.4 15.1 13.9 15.0 15.4 15.0
$7,500 - 11,999 19.6 18.3 14.7 20.1 23;.6- 24.7 25.9 24.7
$12,000- 14,999 8.6 8.0. 5.8 9.3 10.9 10.7 8.3 10.8
$15,000 or mOre .3.3 2',7 1.4 3.5 4.3 5.7 3.1 ' 5.3

Independent Undergraduates 24.9 27.3 33.1 22.6 21.9 15.5' 110 17.3
Graduate .Students

,

-- -.-. -- -- --

c. otal 100.0 100.0 100.0 .-100.0, 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Air f

29
S

44,000

44.2
55.8

. 100.0

24.3
7.E1

4.1

.4

63.4
100.0

94.0'

6.0
100.0

40-4

29,:5

14.7
24.0

12.0

9.3
10.5

100.0

30
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Table 7

ti

I

of Students Receiying Aid Under the Supplemental Ed4cational Opportunity Grant (SEOG)
Program, by Type and Control of Institution,. 1976-77

(In Percentages)

Characteristics

me,

Total
Institutions

Public Institutions . Private Institutions

Total, Two-year Four-year University Total - Two-year Four-year University

NUMber of recipients 432,000 . 274;000 89,000 10,000 77,000 159,000 20,090

Sex
. .

% .

Women 53.7 55.0 55.6 56.2 . 52.7 51.4 64.5

Men 46.3 45.0 44.4 43.8, . 47.3 48.6 . 35.5

Total 10Q.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ,100.0 100.0

Rlicial/Fthnic Group

`Minority 39.1 40.3 48.3 36.7 35.9 37.2 23.6,

:Nonminority 60.9 59.7 51.7 63.3. 64.1 62.8 76,.4

Total 100.0 100.0 1757 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
e

Enrollment
Full-time
Jiart'Itime

Total

96.2
3.8

.100.0.

94.4

5.6 ,

91.0,
9.0

97.1
2.9 .

94.7
5.3

99.2
:8

98.5
1.5%

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 /

Status Of
,Dependent Undergraduate'
Family Income

Less than $6000 24.4 '24.8 26.8 24:9 2.2 23.8 33.8

$6,000 1 $7,499 11.0. 10.0 10.5 9.7 9.9 rf.5 . 15.5

- 11,999 20.5 13.3 .20.1 23.0 23-.6 22.4

$12,000- 14,999 12.0 9.8 6.2. 11.4 11.6 15,9 5.8

$15,000 or more 6.6 4.4 1.7 5.2 6.3 *10.3 5.2

'Independent 'Undergraduates 25.6 32.4 41.5 28.7 26.9 13.9 9.3

Graduate. Stddents

Total' 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

.

112 26,000.

51.2
48.8

42.3
57.7

100.0

39.5

60.5

100.0

37.9

62.1
100.0 100.0

99.3 99.1

.7 .9

100.0 100.0 '

21.6 25.6

11.4 12.2-

23.3 25.7

16.7 17.0

10.7 -12.1
. ;

16.3, 7:4

11557100.0

7. as

31
4rt
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Table 8

Characteristics o f Students Receiving Aid Under the College Work-Study (CWS)
Program, by .Type and Control? of Institution, 1976-77..

(In Percentages)

Characteristics
Total

Institutiops

Public Institutiqns Private Institutions

Total Two-year Four -year University Total. I Two-year. Four-year University

Number of recipients 698,000 `447,000 145,000 178,000 124,000 251,000 22,000 4 161,000 48,000

:sex

Women 55.0. 55.8 55.5 58.5 - '52.3 53.7 67:4 '54.5 44.4

Men 45.0 44.2- ' 44.5 41.5 47.7 46.3 32.6 45.5 55.6

TotAl 100.0 100.0 100.0 U376 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Racial/Ethnic Group
Minority 29.3 32.1 40.3 29.2 26.8 24.2 16.5 25.6 22.5

Nonminority 70.7 67.9 59.7 70..8 '73.2 75. 83°.5 74.4 77.5

Total 100.0 . 100.0 100.0, 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 loo.o 7

Enrollment .r.
Full-time 95.4 93.5 89.9 97.0 92.5 98.8 99.7 '98.9 98.3
Part-time 4.6 6.5' 10.1 3.0 7.5 1.2 .3 1.1 1,7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.1k* 100.0 100.0 100.0

Status,

Dependent Undergraduate
Family Income

t.

Less than'$6,000 19.2 21.0 26.7 21.3 14.1 16:1 27.5 '15.5 13.0
$6,000 - $7,499. 8.9 6.8 10:7 ' 8.9 6.5 9.0 14.7 9.1 6.2
$7,500 - 11,999 18.4 17.2 16:5 18.2: 16.6 20.7 26.0 20.5 18.9
$12,000- 14,999 16'.5 15.1 9.7 15.9 20.1 19:0 19.0 19.2 ' 18.6
$15,000 or more 11.5 6.7 3.8 7.7 8.7 20.4 8.6 21.6 21.1'

Independent Undergraduates 20.5 26.1 32.6
.

22.9 23.3 10'.1 4.3 12.0 5.7

Griduate Studetits 5.0 5.1. 10.8 4.7 2.1 16.7

Total . 1775-100.0 100.0' 100.0 1D0t0.. 100.0 100.0 100.0

°
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Table 9

)

Characteristics of Students Receiving Aid Under tile,Nat4onal Direct Student

Program, by Type and Control of Institution, 1976-77

(In 'Percent4es).

an (NDSL)

k

r

Characteristics

Number of recipients

Sex
Women
Men,

: Total

Racial/Ethnic Group
Minority
Nonminority
Total

Enrollment
Full -time

Total

$7,500
$12,00p- 14,99

Status
Dependent Undergrdduate
Family Income

Less, than $6,000
$6,000 - $7,499

$15,000 ormore
y,

Independent'Undergraduates
Graduate Students
Total

Total
Institutions

757,000

49.7
50.3
100.0

3.

25.7
74.3 '
100.0

95.5
4.5

100.0

`1.4.9

6.9
17.8:

16.5 "'

14.5

21.6,

7.8

100.0

Total

51.5
48.5

100.0

29.0
71.0

100.0

93.9
6.1.

100.0

16.0

7.2

17.1

14.4

9.4

1

7.8
100.0

465,000

PubliC Institutions .4 Private InstitutiOns

Two-year Four-year, University Total N'wo-year Four-year University,

N

.73,000 196,000

52.0
48.0

100.0'

39.7
60.3

100.0

88.2
4 11:8

100.0

20.0

8.8.

14.7

9.8,

5.0

41.7

54.2
45.8
100.00

29.2
70.8'

100.0

96.1

3.9
100.0

18.c
7.9

17.9

14.8
E1.9

26.2

6.1,.

100.0

196, -000 292,000

484 46.9
51.-.4

100.0 100.0

24.9 20.2

75.1 19.8

100.0 100.0

100.0 .100.0

12.3

5.8

17.2

C.44 l5.9

11.5

25.1
12.44

t 100

13.1

6.4
18.8

19.8
22.8

11.1,

7.9 ,

100.0

93.9, 98.0 99,3
6.1 2.0 ,

20,000

62.0
38.0

100.0

16.0
84.0

100.0

100.0

0.

20.6 13.0

11.9 6.4

24.0- 19.7

18.7 20.8

12.2 23.9

12.6 12.7

3.7

100.0100:0

195,000

48,8
51.2

100.0

19.9
80.1

100.0

28:o'

2.0

100%0

78,000

38.4

61.6

100.0

_22.1,
77.9

100.0

97.5
2.5

100.0

11.6

5.3

15.6.

17.7
22.9

. 7.1
19.9
100.0

et.0
I

I 0

.oe

,.
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Table 10

..,

Characteristics of studehis ReceI10.ng Aid Under the Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL)
Piogram,vby Type and Control of-Institution, 1976-77

O

(IA Percentages)
41 :,

0-4,10.k

I

Characteristics
Total,

Institutions

Number of recipients

Sex- .

'695,000

Total

Publib Ingtitutions Ate Instifttions

Two -yeas Four-year, University Total Two -year Four -year University

Women
Men
Total

,Racial/Ellnic Group

Minority
Monminority
Total

46.3
53.7

-46.1
53.7

100.0

17.0
83.0

16.1
83.9

100.0 100.0

Enrollment
4) 7

Full-time 92-.4 91.7
Part-time 7.6 8.3
Total

VI 100.0 100.0

*Status
Dependent Undergraduate
Familt154OWte

Less than $6,000 8:0 6.9
$6,000 - $,499 5.5". 5.1

407,500 - 11,999,

$12,000- 14,999

12.9

16.8

12.6
18.0

- $15,000 or more 23.8 22.8

Independent Undergraduates 18.4 22,5

Graduate Students . -
-14.6 12.0

Total )% 100.0 . 100.0

56,000 157,000 177,000 306,000 12,000 181,000 113,000 ,'

47.9 48.9 43.7 46,4 63.1 48.4 41.0
'52.1 51:1 *1 56.3 53.6 36.9 51.6 59.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100:0 "I00.0 '100,0 .

18.2 14.6 16.7 19.1 11.8 16.2 21.9
81.8 85.4 83.3 81.9 88.2 83.8 78.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

87.3 95.5 89.8 93.3 97.2 94.5 90.8

12.7 4.5 6.7 2,8 _5.5

100.0 100:0 100.0 100.0 100.0. 100.0 100:0
4

e

.12.1 5.6 9.3 14.9 . 13.8
6.9 5.0 4. 6.0 7.0 6.4 5.2

12.5 13.3 12.1 13.2 11.6 14.2 f2.0

16.5 19.4. 17.2 15.4 26:1 17.3, 11.2
14.1 24.8 23.6 25,0 31.7 27.1 = 20.9

38.0 .21.4 18.9 . 13.1 * 8.9 17.6 6.9

10.5 16.9 17.9 11.4
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

,

ti

110



1

a

,a0

Table 11

ComparisOns of Two HEP Surveys

40

Total (unduplicated count) )3E0(1 SEOG

Characteristics 1%74-75a 1976-77
b

1974-75 i 1976-77 1974-75 L1576-77 1974-7

Number of recipients 1,584,000 1,937,000 543,000 1,411,000 250,000 432,000 575,000

'Ilverage award $620 $820 $540 ' $550 $560

Sex .

Women 51.0 53.5 54.5 55.1 54.1 53.7 54.0

Men 49,0 46,5 41.5 * 44.9 45.9 46.3 46.0
4

Ethnic group
.

-Minority 33.6 34.9 48.1 43.0 47.8 39.1 32.6'
Nonminority 66.4 65.1 52.0 57.0, _. 52.34 60.9 67.5

Status
Dependent (ndergraduate
family income

.,Less than $7,500 33.3 32.9 53:5 43.5 54.3 35.4 -38.5

'$7,500 - $11,999 24:8 17.8 25.3 19.6. 22.4 '21.5 25.9

$12,000 o:fre 19.1 21.2 7.3 11.9 5.3 18.6 17.2

Indeppndent undeidlraduates -18.6 - 24.0 14.0 24.9 18.1 25.6 14.5

Graduate students 4.8 4.0 __. -- _. _ -- 3.9

Total 1 O65 r, 100.0 100.0. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

. . 7---/
.

..",,.,
.a,

Excludes Guaranteed Student 5,22giprograt, and includes Incentive Grant program.
4'0W

b
Excludes Guaranteed Student Loan program.

4

CWS NIVL GSL

1 1976 -77 1974-75 1 1976 -77, 1974-75 1976-77

698,000 749,000 757,000 669,000 695,000

$1,380$670 $690 $750 °$1,250

55.0 49.6. 49.74- 45.8 46.3

45.0 50.4 '50.3 54.2 53.7

29.3
70.7

28:1

18,4

28.0.

20.5

. 5.0
100.0

28.9'

71.1

257
74.3

4)18.0
82.0

30.8 21.8 13.5

24.7 17.8 18.2 h

21.4
;

31.0 37.3

17.0 21.6 15.6

6.1 7.8 15.4

100.0 100.0 100.0

.:,

A

a

17.0
83.0 I

: h.)

1

413.5
12.9
40.6

18.4.
14.6
100.0 y

.
.
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Appendi A: Survey Instrument

AMERfCAN:COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
ONE DUPONT CIRCLE

. WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036

November 24, 1976

bear Higher Education Panel Representative:

Enclosed is the Higher Education Panel Survey No. 36 -- Estimates
Recipients, 1976-77. Similar to surveys conducted previously (Nos. 18
survey aims to provide the Office of Education with early estimates of
kinds of students receiVing federal aid. ID
j°

Sincthis information is being requested.so early in the year, we are asking
you only to make projections for 1976-77, based on your Fical Operations report ror
1975-,.76 -recently submitted to the Office of Education. Of course, if the actual data

'havlready been compiled by your institution and are available, please report actual
counts. However, we expect most institutions will be able to provide only their best
estimates for this year based on, what happened last year.

.

r

of Student Aid
and 27),,this
the number\and

.1

4,1 You will note that included in the item on undergraduate family income is an
income level not used on the fiscal operations report,.yet of particular interest to
the sponsor. Please do your best to develop estimates for the entire income item.

You may want to,have a stu&nt aid officer at your institution complete this
quest4ionnaire but, as usUale leave that decision to your judglient. Please have
the,questionnaire completed andreturned to this offite by December 17, 1976. A

return envelope is encl6Sed'for your convenience.

As with all our reports, data'you provide will be presented in summary fashion.
only and will not be identifiable with any institution. If you, have any questions or

problems with the survey, please telephone,us (collect) at 2024
o

33-4357. Thank you

for yOur continuing support.

1 -

FA: ec .

Enclosures

4

Sincerely.,

Frank Atelsek
° Director

z,
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American Council on Education
Higher Education Panel Survey No. 36

Estimates of Student Aid Recipients-, 1176-77.

Instructions and Definitions

Please provide your best estimates for 1976-77
your Fiscal Operations Report for 1975-76. If

been compiled.and are available, please report

Please leave no empty' spaces. If the number'of
zero, put "0" in the appropriate space. DO NOT
use "0".

utilizing, as an aid, data reported 6n
the actual data for 1976-77 have already
actual counts.

.students in a particular category is
USE "N/A" for not applicable--please

3. Please return the completed questionnaire by December 17, 1976, in the envelope provided.

Student Aid Programs

BEOG - Basic Educational Opportunity Grants
SEOG - Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants
NDSL National Direct Student Loan program
CWS College Work-Study program
GSL - Guaranteed Student Loan program

Racial/Ethnic Group

Minority students are designated as follows:

Black, not of Hispanic drigin--a person having origins in any of the black racial
groups. .

er,

Hispanic--a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American or
other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.

Asian or Pacific Islander--a person haying origins in any of the original peoples
of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Pacific Islands. This area includes,
for example, China, Japan, Korea, the Philippine Islands, and Samoa.

American Indian or Alaskan Native--a person having origins in any of, the original
peoples of North America.

Nonminority students are:

White, not of Hispanic origin--a person having origins in any-of the original
peoples of Europe, North Africa, the Middle East, or the Indian Subcontinent.

(The above categories are consistent with those used by the National Center for Education
Statistics in-the Higher Education General Information Survey)

Enrollment

Full-time: students carrying a full-time academic workload fn terms of course-
work or other required activities as determined by your institution

Part -time: students not qualified as full-time by your institution

Status

Undergraduate Dependent Family Income--"family income" is the gross, unadjusted
income of the student family under consideration, as-used in the college-based
financial program.

,NOTE THE ADDITIONAL C4TEGORY.OF "$12,000-$14;999" and "$1'5,000 or more." Please

providc your best estimates for all categories, even if your institution does
not collect income data in this manner.

Independent undergraduate (as defined by IRS)--a student whoeither:
a) has not cor will not be claimed as an exemption by any person except his/her

spouse for the calendar year in which aid is requested; or

b) has not received and will not receive financial assistance of more than
.$600 from.his/her parents.

42 (OVER)
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a
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American Council on Education
Higher Educatidn Panel Survey No. 36

Estimates of Student Aid Recipients, 1976-77

OMB#099-R0265 exp.6/78'

.

Characteristic BEOG- SEOG . NDSL CWS
Unduplicated.
Total (ex-

cluding GSL)

GSL

Sex .

..'

.

Female .

.

y

Male .

,

140' TOTAL

.

.

Racial/Ethnic Group . .

'Minority'

.

Nonminority .s.

.

II* TOTAL ,

,
. .

Enrollment 4
.

Full-time .

Part-time .

II* TOTAL 1

Status .

.

.
_,

-Undergaduate Dependent ,

Family Income:
Less than S6,000

$6,000- $7,499

4

$7,500-$11,9990 -

,

$12,000-514,999

. .

$5,000 or more .

Independent Undergraduate , .

Graduate Student
:XXXXXXXXXX
,XXXXXXXXXX
xxxxxxxxxx

OCXXXXXXXXX
XXXXMCXXXX
.xxxxxxxxxx ,

. ..:

.

011* TOTAL .

Average Amount of Award- ..
$ $

xxxxxxxxxxx
XX2XXXXXXXXX
xxxxxxxxxxx,
MXXXXXXXXXX,9(full-time only)

FOR BEOG RECIPIENTS ONLY - -. please

racial/ethnic gr9up:

Black (not of Hispanic origin)

Hispanic

furnish numbers of BEOG recipients according to their

Asidn or Pacific Islander

Indian or Alaskan Native

White (not of Hispanic o'r'igin)

01* TOTAL.

Thankyou for your assistance.
Please return this forM by Decenber 17, 197,6

e: HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL
AMERICAN-COUNCIL ON EDUCATION

.
ONE DUPONT CIRCLE, N.W.

WASHINGTON,, D.C. 20036

ti PLEASE.RETAIN A COPY OF THIS
SURVEY' FOR YOUR RECORDS

A

Person Completing Form

Office

Phone

Iffoo,have any questions please call (collect) at 202-833-4757. , .

(SEE INSTRUCTIONS OUR)

43
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Appendix B: Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents

; A

An examination of the institutions surveyed reveals that the respondents closely

resembled the nonrespondents with only a few exceptions. Higher-than-average response

rates were recorded for public
AP universities (89 percent), institutions in theVest (86'

percent), and' institutions with enrollments of 10,000 or more student (85 percent)

qTable B-1).

Lower-than-average response rates were recorded for institvtionsin the East (76

percent), four-year colleges (77 percent), and institutions enrolling fewer than.1,000

students (77 perCent).

Table B-1: Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents

I

Characteristics
Resppndents

(N=668)

Nonrespondents
(N=146)

Response
Rate

Total 100.0 100.0 80.6

Control
Public,

4
69.2 67.8 81.0

.Private,
O

g.0.8 32.2 .79.9

Type
Public two -year college 264 25.0

4! -
. 81.5

Private two-yeaVICollege 2.5 ,'2.0 83:3

Public four -year college 26.5, 33.6 76.7

Private four-year college 18.8. 24.3 76.5

Public university .
li.1 7:9 89.1*

PriVate university 9.9 7.2 84.7

CensUs Region
East 28.2 . 37.5 -75.7

Midwest 25.2 21.7 82.7

South -18.8. 21:'7 78.1

West 27.8 19.1 85.8

Enrollment (FTE)
fiess than 1,000 15.7 19.7 76'.6

..441,000-4,09 36.1\ 44.1 77.4

5,000-9,999 2.8.0 21.7 84.2

10,000 or more 20.3 _14.5 _85.4

Exceeds the overall response ;late by more than 101percelitt

4 4

dr.?
4

* 4 '



Other Reports of the Higher Education Panel
American Council on Education

Blandford, B. and Dutton. D. Survey of First-Year Graduate and Postdoctoral Enrollment in Sciefice and Engineering. Higher Education Panel
e,R port. 1No. 1, August. 1971.

BlIndford, B. and Dutton. D. Research Support for Scienc'e Faculty. Higher Education Panel Report. No. 2, November. 1971..

Astin, A., Blandford, B., and Mahn, T. Freshman Class Vacancies in Fall 1971 and Recent Trends in Enrollment of Minority Freshmen. Higher
Eddcation Panel Report. NO. 3. February, 1972.

Itaitges in Graduate Programs in ScienceFai;d Engineering 1970.72 and 1972-74. Science Resources Studies Highlights. Washington' National
Science Foundation, July. 1972.

Blndford, B. and Sell. C. Enrollment of Junior -Year Students (1970 and 1971): Higher Education Panel Report. No. 5, April, 1972.

Trexler, J.'and Blandford. B. What College Presidents Are Reading. Higher Education Panel Report. No. 6, March. 1972.

Trexler, J. and Kent. L. Commercial Theme-Writing Services. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 7, June. 1972.

Furniss, W. T. Faculty Tenure and contract Systems: Current practice. ACE Special Report. July. 1972.

Bayer, A. E. and Astin2A. W. War Protest on U.S. Campuses During April 1972. Higher Education Panel Report, No., 9, May. 1972..

Blandford, B. A. and Trexler, J. C. Expected First-Year Graduate, Enrollment in Science and Engineering, Fall 1972. Higher Education Panel
RepOrt, No. 10. August. 1972.

.

Blandfor.d. B. A. Student Participation on Institutional Governing Boards. Higher Education Panel Report. No. 11, October, 1972.

Dutton. J. E. and Blandford. B. A Enrollment of Junior-War Students (1971 and 1972). Higher Education Panel Report. No. 12, April, 1973

Dutton. J. E. Courses and Enrollment in Ethnic/Racial Studies. Higher Education panel Report, No. 14. August; 1973:
.., -

',.- Dutton. J. E. and Jenkins. M. D. The Urban Involvement of Colleges and Universities. Higher Education Panel Report. No 15 August, 1973

Dutton. J. E. and EI-Ichawas. E. 14. Production of Doctorates in Selected Fields:1972-1975. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 1,6. April. 1974.

Dutton. J. E. First-Year Enrollment for Masters or Higher Degrees, Fall 1973. Higher Edocation Panel Report. No. 17, April, It74.

1-Khawas, E. H. and Kinzer, J. L. The Impact of Office of Education Student Assistance Provants, Fall 1973. Higher Education Panel Report,
No. 18, April, 1974. '. .

El-Khawas. E. H. and Kinzer. J L. Enrollment of Minority Graduate Students at Ph.D. Granting Institutions. Higher Education Panel Report,
No. f?.. August. 1974.

El-Khawas, E. H College and University Facilities: Expectations of Space and,Maintenance Needs for Fall 1974. Higher Education Panel Report,
No. 20. September. 1974. 4 4

t

Kinzer. J. L. and EI-Ichawas, E. H. Compensation Practices for Graduate Research Assistants: A Survey of Selected Docoral Institutions.Higter.1

Education Panel Report, No. 21. October. 1974. ,

t El-Khawas, E. H. and Furniss. W. T. Faculty Tenure and Contract Systems: 1972 and 1974. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 22, December,

1974. '
/E1-Khawas. E. H. and Kinzer. J L. A Survey of Continuing Education Opportunities Available to Nonacademic Scientists ,Engineers and Mathe-

/ maticians; HigherEducatifin Panel Report. No. 23.,April. 1975

Atelsek. Frank J. and Gomberg. Irene L. Bachelor's Degrees Awarded to Minority Students, 1973-74. Higher Education Panel Report. No 24,

January. 1977.
,

Atelsek. Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Nonfederal Fundi of Biomedical Research and Development* A Survey of Doctoral Institutions. Higher
Education Panel Report, No. 25. July. 1975.

Gomberg. Irene L. and-Atelsek. Frank J. Nlajd Fiel nrollment of Junior -Year Students, 1973 and 1974. Higher Education Panell4port, No
26. April.'1976. ,

. 0 ..,..

Atelsek. Frank J. and Gomberg. Irene L. Student Assis ce: Participants and Programs, 1974-75. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 27, July.

1975. (...

L.Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg: Irene L. Health Research Facilities: A Survey of Doctorate-Granting Institutions. Higher Education Panel Re-
port. No. 28. February. 1976.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Faculty Research: Level of Activity and Choice of Area. Higher Education Panel Report. No 29. Jam-

/ ary, 1976. .:,

i
.: /

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Young Doctorate Faculty in Selected Science and Engineering Departments, 1975 to 1980. Higher Edu-

cationyariel Report. No. 30. August. 1976. ..,
.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gpmberg, Irene L. Energy Costs and Energy C onservation Programs in Colleges and Universities: 1972-73 and 1974-75. \

%
Higher Education Panel Report. No. 31, April. 1977.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg. Irene L. Foreign Area Research Support Within Organized Research Centers at Selected Universities, FY 1972 .
1

and 1936. Higher Education Panel Report:N.0. 2., December. 1976.
...

Atelsek. Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. College and University Services for Older Adults, Higher Education Panel Report. No 33, February.

7. 1977. \
Gomberg, Irene L. and Atelsek. Frank J. Composition of College and U niversity Governing Boards, Higher Eduention Panel Repoli, No. 35,

August, 1977.

. vi.).

Single copies of the above reports may be obtained from the Higher Education Panel, American Council on Education, One D

Washington, D.C. 20036. -

45
ft,


